Purposes and Objectives
The purpose of this investigation was to evaluate internally the mission and initiatives identified by Deans and Directors (Buriak and Shinn, 1989) . and arrive at a consensus document providing structure for research in agricultural education. This document could be used to 1) communicate initiatives to planners, external decision makers, and the broader research community, and 2) develop an agenda that could fit into the structure of the Planning and Budget Subcommittee of the Experiment Station Committee on Organization and Policy (ESCOP). A second, but equally important purpose was to develop a structure for a research agenda and research reporting in Agricultural Education.
Procedures
Delphi was the method most congruent with the purposes of the study. Selection of internal experts paralleled the method used to select external experts in the initial study by Buriak and Shinn (1989) . The top 100 research institutions listed in The Ca Hinher (1987) that had programs of agricultural education were included in the analysis (N=3 1).
The Round 1 questionnaire was developed by compiling the consensus responses of the Deans and Directors (Buriak and Shinn, 1989) . Round 1 was sent to the Department Head in each of the 31 institutions with instructions to review the document collectively with his/her faculty. The intent of Round 1 was to review the mission statement and the research initiatives identified by the external advisors.
Round 2 was developed from the responses to the Round 1 instrument. Content analysis was used to bring structure to the Round 1 responses. The format for Round 2 was patterned after the classification system for the Current Research Information System (CRIS) database. Departments were asked to develop open-ended research objectives, fitting them into the described format. Examples were provided to guide formatting. The Round 2 responses were presented to the 1990 NCA-24 committee, (North Central Administrative, Agricultural Education Research Committee) seeking advice on whether to proceed with a third round or attempt to consolidate the Round 2 responses into the structure, again using content analysis techniques. The NCA-24 committee recommended moving directly to the consolidation phase. Consequently, the planned thiid round was not conducted.
Findings
Mission. Agricultural education refers to the processes of education applied to the body of knowledge generally defined as agriculture. It includes needs assessment, teaching approaches, curricula and program development, instructional and program delivery approaches, application of technologies, program and instructional evaluation, appropriateness of education, history, philosophy, and policy issues related to education in and about agriculture, and institutional organizations in domestic and international settings.
Research in agricultural education should build upon the existing professional knowledge base that includes theoretical, developmental, and applied inquiry. Agricultural education is accountable for teaching, research, and public service activities. To fulfill these responsibilities, the profession must conduct research about learning and teaching; curricula development; delivery methodologies; and assessment of program relevance and effectiveness.
Research Initiatives: The research initiatives were structured similarly to the CRIS format into research problem areas (RPA), research activities (RA). and research objectives (RO) to facilitate communications. The initiatives and structure appear in Table 1 . Program Evaluation and Accreditation
Conclusions
Deans and Directors concurred that research in agricultural education should build upon the existing professional knowledge base that includes theoretical, developmental, and applied inquiry (Buriak and Shinn. 1989) . Internal advisors, i.e., Department Heads and Faculty, reached a consensus on a research mission that concurred with the opinions of Deans and Directors regarding the mission.
There was lack of consensus by the internal experts with the perceptions of the Deans and Directors on the ratings of individual research initiatives. The ratings of initiatives by internal experts were more similar to the ratings found by Stewart, Shinn, and Richardson (1977). and Silva-Guerrero and Sutphin (1990) than to those of Buriak and Shinn (1989) . Internal experts did not provide convergence of the initiatives, rather an expansion of initiatives resulted from Round 2. In effect, the additional initiatives made the structure developed by Buriak and Shinn (1989) more like the structure developed by Stewart, et al., and Silva-Guerrero and Sutphin. Speculation regarding these differences due to expansion is beyond the bounds of this investigation.
A principal finding of the Buriak and Shinn (1989) study of Deans and Directors was that research in Agricultural Education lacked focus. This second study conducted internal to the profession confiied this finding. The researchers conclude that internal experts in Agricultural Education are either reluctant or incapable of focusing research initiatives within a structure (CRIS) compatible to that of other agricultural disciplines. Reasons for the demonstrated inability to focus research can not be determined from the results of this study.
The purpose structure shown in Table 1 is a structured content analysis and condensation done by the researchers of the categories and initiatives forwarded by both internal and external experts. From this structure, the model shown in Figure 1 was developed.
Research initiatives for agricultural education can be grouped into a structure similar to the CRIS database used by ESCOP (See Table 1 ). The process of structuring and identifying a research agenda can be valuable 1) for maintaining compatibility with the national priorities for the food and agricultural science system and the educational system, 2) for guiding our research investments, and 3) for communicating our priorities to agencies and organizations which have national responsibilities to plan and budget research. 
